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April 19, 2006 
April 19, 2006 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Barry Baker, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.1 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  

                                                 
1 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Barry Baker 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Emmy Beeson, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.2 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
2 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Emmy Beeson 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Gina Dodge, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.3 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
3 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Gina Dodge 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Stewart Duncan, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
located in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose 
of this correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially 
harmed as a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to 
expand the definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the 
FCC to ask the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in 
favor of the industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have 
purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.4 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 

                                                 
4 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Stewart Duncan 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Melanie Dunn, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.5 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
5 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Melanie Dunn 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Vinny Hancock, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
located in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose 
of this correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially 
harmed as a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to 
expand the definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the 
FCC to ask the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in 
favor of the industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have 
purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.6 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 

                                                 
6 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Vinny Hancock 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Rosanne Howard, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
located in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose 
of this correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially 
harmed as a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to 
expand the definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the 
FCC to ask the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in 
favor of the industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have 
purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.7 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 

                                                 
7 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Rosanne Howard 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is April Keller, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.8 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
8 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
April Keller 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Alexis King, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.9 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
9 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Alexis King 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Fran Kippen, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.10 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
10 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Fran Kippen 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Sylvia Knott, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.11 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
11 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Sylvia Knott 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Otto Loomis, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.12 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
12 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Otto Loomis 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Bill Mathews, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.13 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
13 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Bill Mathews 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Joe Mathis, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.14 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
14 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Joe Mathis 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Roxanne Norris, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
located in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose 
of this correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially 
harmed as a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to 
expand the definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the 
FCC to ask the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in 
favor of the industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have 
purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.15 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 

                                                 
15 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Roxanne Norris 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Candice Oaks, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.16 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
16 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Candice Oaks 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Mindi Robinette, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
located in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose 
of this correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially 
harmed as a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to 
expand the definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the 
FCC to ask the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in 
favor of the industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have 
purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.17 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 

                                                 
17 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Mindi Robinette 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Hilary Sawyer, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.18 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
18 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Hilary Sawyer 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Valerie Stamp, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.19 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
19 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Valerie Stamp 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Margo Steele, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.20 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
20 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Margo Steele 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Victor Wilds, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.21 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
21 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Victor Wilds 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Alyssa Winters, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.22 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
22 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Alyssa Winters 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Paige Anderson, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
located in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose 
of this correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially 
harmed as a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to 
expand the definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the 
FCC to ask the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in 
favor of the industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have 
purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.23 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 

                                                 
23 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Paige Anderson 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Alissa Ashford, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.24 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
24 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Alissa Ashford 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Karla Baker, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.25 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
25 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Karla Baker 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Ian Bassett, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.26 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
26 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Ian Bassett 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Taisha Biker, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.27 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
27 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Taisha Biker 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Nadine Blue, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.28 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
28 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Nadine Blue 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Josh Byers, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.29 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
29 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Josh Byers 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Rob Chase, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.30 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
30 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Rob Chase 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Sabrina Classic, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.31 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
31 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Sabrina Classic 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Mea Coleman, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.32 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
32 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Mea Coleman 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Holly Daniels, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.33 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
33 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Holly Daniels 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Vanessa Davis, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.34 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
34 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Vanessa Davis 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Justice Dean, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.35 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
35 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Justice Dean 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Casey Elk, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.36 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
36 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Casey Elk 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Nancy Erickson, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
located in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose 
of this correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially 
harmed as a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to 
expand the definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the 
FCC to ask the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in 
favor of the industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have 
purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.37 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 

                                                 
37 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Nancy Erickson 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Kevin Fields, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.38 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
38 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Kevin Fields 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Linda Gomez, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.39 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
39 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Linda Gomez 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Jack Hogan, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.40 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
40 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Jack Hogan 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Ivy Horton, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.41 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
41 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Ivy Horton 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Jalissa Jacobs, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.42 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
42 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Jalissa Jacobs 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Hope Jager, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.43 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
43 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Hope Jager 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Katie James, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.44 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
44 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Katie James 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Gail Jonas, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.45 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
45 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Gail Jonas 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Lana Kit, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.46 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
46 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Lana Kit 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Eve Lang, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.47 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
47 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Eve Lang 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Tammy Lawrence, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
located in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose 
of this correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially 
harmed as a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to 
expand the definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the 
FCC to ask the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in 
favor of the industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have 
purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.48 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 

                                                 
48 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Tammy Lawrence 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Robin Long, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.49 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
49 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Robin Long 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Brice Lyndon, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.50 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Brice Lyndon 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Natalie Martinez, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
located in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose 
of this correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially 
harmed as a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to 
expand the definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the 
FCC to ask the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in 
favor of the industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have 
purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.51 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
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sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Natalie Martinez 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Joe Mathis, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.52 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Joe Mathis 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Celina McNair, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.53 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Celina McNair 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Amanda Meyers, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
located in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose 
of this correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially 
harmed as a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to 
expand the definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the 
FCC to ask the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in 
favor of the industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have 
purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.54 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
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to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Amanda Meyers 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Tony Montana, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.55 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Tony Montana 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Renee Moore, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.56 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Renee Moore 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Scott Olson, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.57 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Scott Olson 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Simon Orvis, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.58 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Simon Orvis 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Sidney Palmer, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.59 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
59 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Sidney Palmer 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Diane Peterson, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.60 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
60 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Diane Peterson 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Ruby Quinn, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.61 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
61 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Ruby Quinn 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Steve Rhodes, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.62 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
62 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Steve Rhodes 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Dave Richards, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.63 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
63 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Dave Richards 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Cindy Riley, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.64 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
64 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Cindy Riley 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Bo Ripley, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.65 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
65 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Bo Ripley 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Ava Ripp, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.66 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
66 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Ava Ripp 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Gary Ruden, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.67 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
67 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Gary Ruden 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Jada Silver, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.68 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
68 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Jada Silver 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Maureen Smith, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.69 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
69 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Maureen Smith 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Josh Smith, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.70 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
70 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Josh Smith 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Beth Smith, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.71 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
71 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Beth Smith 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Susana Solis, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.72 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
72 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Susana Solis 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Tanya Stalk, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.73 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
73 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Tanya Stalk 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Sandy Stearns, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.74 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
74 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Sandy Stearns 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Eric Sullivan, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.75 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
75 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Eric Sullivan 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Sonya Vasserd, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.76 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
76 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Sonya Vasserd 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Lola Vogel, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.77 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
77 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Lola Vogel 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Rose Wagner, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.78 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
78 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Rose Wagner 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Keith Waller, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.79 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
79 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Keith Waller 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Nina Webb, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.80 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
80 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Nina Webb 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Dallas Wheel, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.81 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
81 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Dallas Wheel 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Vanna Aimes, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.82 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
82 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Vanna Aimes 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Faith Atwood, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.83 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
83 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Faith Atwood 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Bridget Atwood, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
located in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose 
of this correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially 
harmed as a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to 
expand the definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the 
FCC to ask the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in 
favor of the industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have 
purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.84 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
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sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Bridget Atwood 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Evan Backman, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.85 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
85 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Evan Backman 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Joe Barlow, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.86 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
86 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Joe Barlow 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Ella Barton, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.87 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
87 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Ella Barton 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Abby Black, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.88 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
88 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Abby Black 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Kelsey Blake, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.89 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
89 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Kelsey Blake 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is June Brassy, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.90 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
90 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
June Brassy 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Rylee Carey, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.91 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
91 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Rylee Carey 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Kim Carlson, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.92 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
92 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Kim Carlson 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Nora Carter, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.93 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
93 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Nora Carter 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Jenny Carter, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.94 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
94 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Jenny Carter 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Tabitha Casper, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.95 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
95 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Tabitha Casper 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Haley Cully, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.96 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
96 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Haley Cully 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Penny Dawson, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.97 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
97 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Penny Dawson 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Teri Dion, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.98 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
98 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Teri Dion 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Leah Flint, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.99 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
99 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Leah Flint 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Colleen Freitag, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.100 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
100 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Colleen Freitag 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Alice Green, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.101 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
101 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Alice Green 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Jill Hayes, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.102 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
102 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Jill Hayes 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Jay Henning, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.103 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
103 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Jay Henning 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Ed Jackson, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.104 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Ed Jackson 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Bell Kenwood, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.105 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
105 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Bell Kenwood 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Kurt Lahr, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.106 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Kurt Lahr 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Ben Lake, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.107 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
107 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Ben Lake 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Val Loren, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.108 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Val Loren 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Carley Martin, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.109 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Carley Martin 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Bill Mathews, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.110 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Bill Mathews 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Tara Matthews, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.111 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
111 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Tara Matthews 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Chad May, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.112 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
112 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Chad May 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Steph Meyers, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.113 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
113 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Steph Meyers 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Jean Miller, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.114 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
114 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Jean Miller 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Jake Murphy, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.115 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
115 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Jake Murphy 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Kathy Neis, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.116 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
116 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Kathy Neis 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Joyce Olson, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.117 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
117 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Joyce Olson 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Scott Olson, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.118 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Scott Olson 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Tess Overton, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.119 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
119 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Tess Overton 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Drew Parker, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.120 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
120 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Drew Parker 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Rae Payton, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.121 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
121 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Rae Payton 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Tina Reeve, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.122 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
122 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Tina Reeve 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Tracy Sharp, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.123 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Tracy Sharp 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Maureen Smith, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.124 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
124 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Maureen Smith 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Mark Stormann, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
located in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose 
of this correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially 
harmed as a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to 
expand the definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the 
FCC to ask the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in 
favor of the industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have 
purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.125 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
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to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Mark Stormann 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Ann Wilson, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in 
Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.126 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 
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technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Ann Wilson 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is Alyssa Winters, and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located 
in Minnesota.  I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this 
correspondence is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as 
a result of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the 
definition of autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask 
the commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.127 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
127 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Alyssa Winters 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International



 
 
April 19, 2006 
 
 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin    
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW     
Washington, D.C. 20554  
 

RE:  CG Docket No. 02-278 
 
My name is  , and I am a collector employed by J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. located in Minnesota.  
I do not perform telemarketing services. Rather I am a debt collector. The purpose of this correspondence 
is twofold. First, I wish to make you aware my business has been substantially harmed as a result of the 
Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 2003 regulatory decision to expand the definition of 
autodialer beyond its statutory definition. Second, I urge you as the chair of the FCC to ask the 
commission to grant ACA International’s (ACA) request for regulatory clarification in favor of the 
industry as well as all consumers who lawfully pay for goods and services they have purchased. 
 
As you know, the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) was passed in 1991.  This law was 
designed to protect consumers from invasive calls from telemarketers. One of the provisions of the TCPA 
prohibits the use of an autodialer to communicate with a consumer by way of their cell phone.128 Between 
1991 and 2003, the FCC consistently ruled that this autodialer prohibition did not apply to calls made 
using an autodialer if the sole purpose of the calls was to recover payments for goods and services 
already purchased. 

But in July 2003, the FCC took a dramatic shift in its position about the applicability of the 
autodialer prohibition to the credit and collection industry when it expanded the statutory 
definition of autodialer to include predictive dialers. By expanding the definition of autodialer 
and failing to restate the commission’s prior rulings that calls made by creditors and debt 
collectors to consumers’ about their past due payment obligations by way of their cell phones 
were not subject to the autodialer prohibition, the FCC inadvertently brought calls my company 
makes for the sole purpose of recovering past due payment obligations from consumers within the 
scope of the regulation. This shift in policy has caused my business substantial harm.  Actually 
and realistically we would probably see an extra $8K to $10K per month in fee revenue and in the 
36-40 months since the ruling probably $350K to $400K 

 
I am aware ACA has filed a Petition for an Expedited Ruling regarding this issue in proceeding CG 
Docket No. 02-278 with the commission.  I fully support ACA’s petition and the relief requested, 
including ACA’s statement of the harm to business and the federal and state governments as a result of 
the FCC’s rule.  I believe that the FCC should not uphold an unsupportable and damaging regulatory 
interpretation that will encourage the evasion and non-payment of debts by prohibiting the use of 
autodialers to telephone consumers by way of their cell phones. To do so is contrary to the intent of 
Congress and all prior rulings of the FCC between 1991 and 2003 concerning this issue. 
 
In the specific context of recovering payments, I use predictive dialers to complete transactions for which 
consumers have obtained a benefit, without payment.  They are not used – nor do they have the capacity 
to be used – to randomly solicit customers to make purchases or advertise goods.  In fact, autodialer 

                                                 
128 The TCPA defines an autodialer as, “equipment which has the capacity to store or produce telephone numbers to be called, using a random or 
sequential number generator; and to dial such numbers.”   



technology is the most accurate way for me to call consumers about their past due payment obligations.  
Auto dialers increase the accuracy of dialed numbers and also restrict calls to the permitted calling times 
in the time zone of the consumer.  
 
If the FCC’s 2003 regulatory definition of autodialer is allowed to stand, creditors and their debt 
collection agents face the devastating loss of an essential technological tool, namely the autodialer. It 
cannot be overstated that autodialer technology is directly or indirectly responsible for returning tens of 
billions of dollars each year to the U.S. economy.  Banning their use in this limited context would not 
only be inconsistent with Congress’ intent, but it would be an unconscionable interference with creditors’ 
ability to request payment from its own customers. Additionally, one of the largest creditors in the United 
States is the federal government. If the FCC does not clarify that the autodialer prohibition does not apply 
to those making calls to collect past due payment obligations, the federal government will be forced to 
discontinue its use of autodialers to recover past due payment obligations from tax payers. Such a result 
would be devastating to the federal government, including the FCC, Department of the Treasury, 
Department of Education and the Internal Revenue Service and cause all citizens who lawfully pay their 
federal taxes and other payments owed to the federal government to suffer substantial harm.  
 
The TCPA was enacted to protect consumers from unsolicited advertisements and telemarketing calls. 
The TCPA’s prohibition against the use of autodialers to contact consumers by way of their cell phones 
was specifically intended to protect consumers from incurring charges as a result of unwarranted 
telemarketing calls being made to their wireless phones about products or services to be purchased in the 
future.  There was never any intention on the part of Congress to prohibit creditors and their retained 
collection agencies from being able to contact consumers on their wireless phones about a past due 
payment obligation for goods and services already purchased and received. 
 
Moreover, wireless phone usage has grown exponentially since 1991 when the TCPA was enacted.  
Today, more than one out of every five Americans under the age of 35 does not have a landline phone and 
instead uses a wireless phone as their exclusive means of telephonic communication. If allowed to stand, 
the long-term consequences of the FCC’s decision are foreboding at best. 
 
As it stands today, my business, along with thousands of others, face serious financial hardship due to the 
FCC’s regulatory reversal.  The FCC’s rule needlessly subjects us to federal enforcement and private 
litigation, even though Congress never intended such an outcome. 
 
For these reasons, the FCC should promptly clarify that autodialer calls to wireless numbers solely to 
recover payment obligations are not covered by the TCPA regulations for the reasons expressed by ACA. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Collector 
J.C. Christensen & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
cc:  ACA International
 


